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claims, the orthogonal sequence having been developed as a function 
existmg orthogonal sequences. The Office /Action then recogni/.es 
explicitly disclose a perfectly white spectrum should the orthogonal 
an infinite number of times. However, continues the Office 
white spectrum upon repeating the orthogonal sequences. Thus, 
Action, that one of ordinary skill in the art would modify Suzki's 
orthogonal sequences that would produce a white spectrum in order 
signal at the receiving end. 

In response to applicants^ previous comments, the OtTice 
understands that Blanz's white spectrum is coming from a while 
known that white noise exists. Furthermore, continues the Office 
described in Blanz is a white spectrum, and it would be obvious to 
to the transmitter In this regard, the Office Action concludes 
spectrum provided at the transmitter would have the same effect if 
provided in tlie channel. 

This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed for the 
The Office Action has completely mischaracterizcd 
incorrect conclusions thcrefi^om even had the Blanz reference been 
by the Office Action. First and foremost, Blanz does not leach a 
repeating the orthogonal sequences. (See column 8, line 58 to 

Rather, as to white noise, Blanz merely takes into account 
may be white noise in the channel being estimated, represented by 
is well-known, noise is nat.,r^»v nccnrring and undesirable , but 
characterized and accounted for as part of the channel to accurately 
This is because any noise that exists in a channel gets added to th 
the transmitted signal passes through the channel. Thus, the 
undesirable white noise is Blanz is not taught as being from any 
source", the Office Action's statement to the contrary noi 
merely explaining how to characterize a channel in which the 
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in the channel happens to have a substantially white specimm. Nevertheless, note still 
that the white noise present in Blanz is 

Since the white noise in Blanz is considered to be bad, Blan;; tuosi certainly does 
not teach or suggest to supply white noise at the transmitter as proposed by the Office 
Action. Indeed, the opposite is true. At the transmitter, one wants t> supply only signal, 
not noise. In fact, the more noise there is, the harder ii is at the receiver to detect the 
transmitted signal, which is why noise is bad- Hence, one would 
noise source at the transmitter as proposed by the Office Action. 

Furthermore, even if I) Blanz had suggested a white noise 
2) such a white noise source were to be located at the transmitter, ne ither of which is true 
in the slightest, there is still no teaching or suggestion in Blanz Ui rt soch a white noise 
source be, or even that it is desire able that the white noise souicc be, a new orthogonal 
sequence that was developed as a ftincUon of first and second 
sequences and would have a perfectly white spectrum were it w< re to be repeated an 
infmite number of times. Indeed, such a new white noise source w<juld not be suggested 
Rather, an already known conventional white noise source could 
But of course, no white noise source is actually suggested by Fjlanz. Rather, to the 
contrary, Blanz does not teach to add white noise to the signal ul an 
occurs naturally in a channel and is bad. 

It has already been settled, and the OfFice Action agrees at 
indication that any sequence that is produced in Suzuki as thd combination of two 
existing orthogonal sequences has a perfectly white spectrum should such a sequence be 
repeated an infinite number of times. In fact. appUcants maintair that Suzuki does not 
teach orthogonal sequences as aU. but rather produces merely pseido orthogonal signals 
Thus. Suzuki Ms to teach a source of an orthogonal scquene^ which is repeatedly 
supplied, the orthogonal sequence having been developed a.s a 
second existing orthogonal sequences and being such that would ill 
spectrum were it to be repeated an infinite number of times, as jequired by applicants' 
independent claims 1, 6. 15. 18, 24, 25, 34, and 37. 
Blanz does asl correct this deficiency. 
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Blanz does not teach the generation of any white spec^um 
desirableness of same. As explained above, notwithstanding the 
to the contrary, the only mention of '^vhite" in Blanz is in comieci 
noise, lhat naturally exists in a channel being estimated. Thus, 
"supplied" as required by applicants' claims. Li other words, 
suggest generation of a white spectrum, and certainly not generation 
in connection with a repeating orthogonal sequence signal. 

Forthermore, even with impermissible hindsight from appiicahls 
were LO combine Suzuki with Blanz, the result would be some pseuc o 
is at best similar to, but not actually orthogonal) signal, derived in a 
from applicants' actually orthogonal signal to which white noise is 
pseudo orthogonal signal travels through the channel. Note, importajitly. 
by nature of white noise to the signal does not make the signal have 

Additionally, applicants' claims 10, 29, and 33 each requires 
channel filtering performed between Ihc demodulator and the FIR 
least squares algorithm. Such filtering is imnlicitlv required, as is 
of ordinary skill in the art, even if not shown in a transmitter, when 
have a perfectly white spectrum should they be repeated an 
employed as in Suzuki. Furthermore, in Suzuki there is no teac|»ing 
implementing a least squares algoritlim. Thus, the combination of f 
not teach or suggest all of the elements of applicants' independent 
Thus, all of applicants' independent claims arc allowable 
under 35 U.S.C. 103, Since all of the dependent claims that dcperjd 
independent claims include all the limitationR of the respective i 
which they ultimately depend, each such dependent claim is 
combination of Suzuki and Blanz under 35 U.S.C. 103. 

Dependent claims 1 1-14, 16-23, 26-32, and 34-36 are appan|ntly 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki and Blanz in 
more various additional references. Applicants say "apparently' 
dependent claims, and so all ofthe limitations from the independcn 
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well as the additional limitations added by the dependent claim 
of the indepnendet claims rely on the combination of Suzuki 
assumes that the OfRce Action intended to include Blanz in the 
the rejection is based. If not, each of tlie rejections arc merely copiec 
Office Action, and xvere already traversed by applicant in their prior 

Assuming applicants are correct, they note that each of the 
these dependent claims is predicated on the validily of the rejcctionjs 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 given Suzuki in combination with 
rejections have been traversed, as described hereinabove, and there 
forth by the Office Action that any of the additional references is 
missing from the combination of Suzuki and Blanz, to render the 
obvious, these grounds of rejection cannot be maintained. 

Therefore, applicants' claims are allowable under 35 U.S.C. 1 
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Conclusioji 

It is respectfully submitted that the Office Action's rejections 
and that this appUcation is now in condition for allowance 
allowance are, therefore, respectfully solicited. 

If, however, the Examiner still believes that there arc u 
invited to call applicant's attorney so that arrangements may be 

resolve any such issues. 

In the event that an extension of time is required for 
considered timely, and a petition therefor does not otherwise 
any necessary extension of time is hereby petitioned for, and 
authorized to charge the appropriate cost of such petition to the 
Deposit Account No* 12-2325, 

RespectfUly, 

E, Beck 
M. Rupp 
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